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To the ESStok: 

A lthough i found Fred 
Graham’s review of my 
book “Inquest”^ to be informed 
and constructive, I cannot 
agree with the assumption of 
Government omniscience which 
underlies his main argument. 
He suggests that since the 
Warren Commission did • not 
find direct evidence of a second 
assassin, one should assume 
there was only one. This line 
of reasoning makes sense only 
if one further assumes that the 
Commission discovered and 
resolved all the relevant evi- 
dence in the course of its in- 
vestigation. These assumptions, 
however, are open to serious 
question. 

The main point of my book 
is that the Commission’s inves- 
tigation was limited in both 
time and depth and that it was 
by no means exhaustive. In 
fact, the field investigation in 
Dallas did not begin until 
March 15, 1964,' nearly four 
months after the assassination, 
and then the _C.pnwiltesioni.Jaw- 
yers worked under severe and 
fellmg pressure to meet a 
June 1 deadline. Even though 
the deadline was gradually ex- 
tended to September, the law- 
yers were hard-pressed to com- 
plete their chapters of the re- 
port. Moreover, the workload 
fell on a very few men, and as 
^competent as they were, it was 
humanly impossible for them 
to resolve all the problems and 
pursue all the investigative 
leads. There was not even time 
to read and evaluate thoroughly 
the mass of FBI and Secret 


J Service reports. Under these 
| circumstances, one cannot ex- 
I elude the possibility that the 
jj Commission did not see all the 
i evidence that existed. 

Thus I cannot accept Mr. 
Graham's suggestion that a 
failure to find evidence pre- 
cludes the possibility of a sec- 
ond assassin. He recommends 
accepting the theory that both 
Kennedy and Connally were hit 
by a single bullet (although he 
admits this theory is “porous”), 
because otherwise the assassi- 
nation cannot be explained in 
terms of a single assassin. 
There is, however, reason to 
believe that both men could not 
possibly have been hit by the 
same bullet. ’Was I to ignore 
this evidence because it raises 
the spectre of a second assas- 
sin? The F.B.I. Supplemental 
Report of .Jan. 13, 1964, is cru- 
cial on this point. And photo- 
graphs of the President’s jack- 
jiet and shirt, included in this 
5 document (and published in my 
Jf book for the first time), sup- 
port the F.BX’s assertions. 
Moreover, Secret Service and 
other independent testimony 
supports the FJB.I. report on 
this question. I could not ignore 
such evidence. 

Edward Jay Epstein. 

Cambridge, Mass. 

'Rush to Judgment' ■ 

TO THE EDITOR: 

I N his review of Mark Lane’s 
“Rush to Judgment” Fred 
Graham flatly states, ‘.‘It is clear 
that any jury, faced with the 
material before the Warren 
Commission and in these books, 
would easily convict Oswald of 
murder.” I submit to you this is 


rank speculation, for nobody can 
give any assurances either way 
at this juncture. A jury is one 
of the elements of our adversary 
system, and the Warren Com- 
mission inquiry was not con- 
ducted as an adversary proceed- 
ing. It is thus irrelevant to 
guess what any jury might have 
done or not done. 

Mr. Graham’s concession that 
“Mr. Lane’s book is thus a brief 
for the defense” is incom- 
plete. The book is indeed a de- 
fense brief; it is well construct- 
ed and moreover, it is docu- 
mented. It in fact does create 
a reasonable doubt, and no de- 
fense is required to produce 
more than that under our sys- 
tem of law. The burden of proof 
is upon the prosecution, and the 
findings of the Warren Commis- 
sion appear to us now to be the 
results of a prosecuting body 
rather than a»body of inquiry. . . . 

Mrs. Saul Friedman. 

Washington, D. C. ^ 

River 

TO THE EDITOR: 

I N the review of James H. 

Billington’s "The Icon and 
the Axe” reviewer Andrew 
Field takes the author to task 
for “colorful” linguistic obser- 
vations. . . accepted uncritically 
from dubious sources;” Mr; 
Field goes on: “At one point, 
for example, mention is made of 
‘the Neva (Mud) River’, where 
Peter the Great built his new 
capital; in fact, the name 
Neva is derived . from the Fin- 
nish word for sea, and Mr. Bill- 
ington has thus had a bit of 
popular etymology maligning a 
famed river foisted off on him.” 
It is Mr. Field, however, who 



